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meadow, wildflowers, meadows, and high water use trees, aspen and birch.  Provision of an estimate of 
the landscaped area and the annual irrigation demand would provide information necessary to 

determine potential impacts on future water supply reliability and insure the cisterns can be sized 
appropriately to deliver 20% of the irrigation demand for the project as described in the MND. 
 
2. The project should use the ET adjustment factor of 0.7 contained in the state’s model water efficient 

landscape ordinance when determining Maximum Applied Water Allowance (MAWA) for irrigation 
water demand instead of 0.8 as referenced in the Town’s water efficient landscape ordinance.   

 

The Town will be updating their Water Efficient Landscaping Ordinance in late 2011.  Until the update is 
complete, the District would like to recommend the calculation to determine Maximum Applied Water 
Allowance for the project follow the state’s method as provided in California’s Model Water Efficient 

Landscape Ordinance.     
 

Geothermal Heating Option 

1. The MND cannot assess the potential environmental impacts of the geothermal energy system 
because the energy system described is preliminary and studies are still in progress. 

 

The MND provides a “preliminary proposal” for the geothermal heating system and describes that the 
Project Applicant is still investigating the technical feasibility of using geothermal energy.  Until the 
geothermal heating system is more certain and the technical data such as: location, size, capacity, and 

depth of reinjection wells and pumping and injection flow rates; are provided, determination of less 
than significant impacts are based on incomplete information. 
 
2. The project should not be allowed to use single‐pass potable water for the heating system as 

described on page II‐90. 
 
The project preliminarily proposes to use domestic water for floor heating that would then be disposed 
of in the sewer system.  This is not an efficient use of potable water and would likely eliminate meeting 

the CALGreen 20 percent saving requirements for indoor water use.  This water demand is also not 
included in Table IV‐22, Estimated Water Consumption and Table IV‐23, Estimated Wastewater 
Generation.  To evaluate potential impact to water supply and wastewater service, the project needs to 

provide these estimates.    
 
3. The MND needs to provide a clear project description of the geothermal energy system and describe 

what changes to the project description would trigger a reevaluation of environmental impacts. 
 

This comment is to address the preliminary nature of this project element.  The MND should describe 
aspects of the project that could change as the system components are finalized that could result in a 
need to reevaluate potentially significant impacts. 

 



MCWD Comments on Mammoth View MND 
June 27, 2011 

Page 3 of 5 

 
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) 

4. The intention of describing the Project Applicant’s interest in LEED certification in the MND is not 
clear. 

 
LEED certification includes water efficiency as one of nine key areas for LEED building certification.  The 
MND does not describe which key area(s) the Applicant is potentially interested in pursuing.  Therefore, 

this information is irrelevant unless additional information and commitment are provided in the MND. 
 

Water Quality, Reuse, and Irrigation Concept 

1. To meet the Town’s water‐efficient landscape regulations, the project must install all irrigation and 
water feature plumbing systems to be completely separate from potable service connections to 
allow for future use of recycled water for irrigation and water features supply 

 

Construction of dual plumbing for future recycled water irrigation supply was not included in the project 
description; however, Chapter 17.40, Water Efficient Landscape Regulations of the Town’s Municipal 
Code includes a provision for dual distribution system plumbing (C17.40.020.C.8.b.) 

2. The MND does not provide an irrigation water demand estimate, thus it is not evident that the on‐
site cisterns will be capable of meeting 20 percent of the irrigation demand as described in the 
project description. 

 

The MND needs to provide sufficient data to assure the public that the cisterns will be able to provide 20 
percent of the irrigation water demand as described.  This can be accomplished by providing the annual 
irrigation water demand and determining the size of the cisterns required to hold sufficient supply to 

meet 20 percent of the irrigation demand.  If the cistern water supply is dependent on augmentation or 
replenishment from growing season precipitation, average monthly precipitation data for Mammoth 
Lakes needs to be included in the data analysis.  

 

3. The irrigation system needs to rely on a weather‐based controller as described in the 2010 California 
Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen).   

 
The MND describes use of the California Irrigation Management Information System Mammoth Station 

to increase the efficiency of the irrigation system; however, this station does not exist.  The project does 
need to install a weather‐based irrigation controller to address CALGreen requirements. 

Utilities and Service Systems 

1. The MND incorrectly describes the water supply for the Town of Mammoth Lakes increased as a 
result of improvements at the Lake Mary Water Treatment Plant.   

 
The MND describes that the District is now able to divert 2,760 acre‐feet of surface water as a result of 
improvements at the Lake Mary Water Treatment Plant.  The improvements at the treatment plant 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enabled the District to divert the maximum amount of surface water allowed under our water right 
permit and licenses.  This improvement was critical to meet peak demands. Increasing diversions to the 

treatment plant does not necessarily increase overall water supply; the District must still comply with 
other water management requirements as described in our licenses and permit.  These management 
requirements constrain the diversion amounts such that the District has never fully utilized the 2,760 

acre‐feet of surface water from Lake Mary during normal or wet precipitation years. The MND failed to 
present fully the information provided in the 2005 UWMP that described potential water shortages 
during multiply dry and single dry water year scenarios as the Town approaches build‐out.  

 
2. The water demand estimates for the project need to be more comprehensive to determine 

potential impacts on water supply and wastewater services. 
 
The District appreciates the work conducted to produce the indoor water demand for the development.  

This project is consistent with the District’s assumptions for build‐out density conditions; however, as 
addressed in comments under the Geothermal Heating Option and the Landscape section of the 
comments, water demand and wastewater generated from the hotel heat exchangers and the 

landscape irrigation demand needs to be included in the utility and service system discussion.  In 
addition, the MND points out that because vacancy rates fluctuate, water use will likely be lower than 
described.  However, peak visitation demands on the water and wastewater system can have a 

significant impact on the service system.  Further, the largest, consistent water demand of a 
development project corresponds with the irrigation season; this demand occurs regardless of 
occupancy rates. 

 
The study describes the District’s water treatment plants as having adequate capacity to serve the 
project.  The District does not unconditionally guarantee any priority or reservation of capacity.  Any 

additional capacity requires the developer to apply for and acquire water and sewer permits prior to 
construction of any improvements.  Such permits are issued on a first‐come, first‐served basis and only 
to the extent that there is then remaining available water supply and capacity in the physical facilities 

needed to provide water and sewer service to the proposed development, including available capacity in 
the District’s water and wastewater treatment facilities.   
 
3. Please include information on the application of the CALGreen requirements that will be included 

with the construction of this project. 
 
Because this is a mixed‐use project, it is not clear how CALGreen applies to construction.  For example, 
how does the requirement for installation of separate meters or submeters for indoor and outdoor 

potable water use applies to this project (Section 5.304.2)?  
 
 

In summary, the project conceptually contains strong elements of water conservation and innovative 
energy conservation features.  With additional information provided on total project water demand 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estimates, wastewater generation rates, and technical data from the geothermal studies, the District 
will be better informed to evaluate the potential impacts to water supply and wastewater services.   

 
Thank you for your consideration of our comments regarding the Mammoth View project.  District staff 
is available to discuss our comments, please contact me if you have any questions or wish to set up a 
meeting.  
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Irene Yamashita 
Environmental Specialist and Public Affairs 
 
 
 
 
C:  Sharon Clark, Planning Commissioner 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triad holmes associates Mammoth View Hotel and Cabins

Fixture Unit Analysis

May 2011

Water 

Closet Urinal Lavatory

Tub/    

Shower

Clothes 

Washer

Hose 

Bibb

Prep 

Sink

Dishwashe

r

Drinking 

fountains

Service 

Sink Icemaker

Large 

Commercial 

Washing 

Mashines

Pot 

Filler Bar Sink

Total 

Fixture 

Units

Peak 

Demand 

Load 

(GPM)
2

Lobby Rest Rooms (total M&W) 4 2 4 - - - - - - - - - - -

Staff Rest Rooms 2 1 2 1 - - - - - - - - - -

Spa Rest Rooms 3 1 2 - - 1 - - 1 1 - - - -

Guest Rooms (Total for 54 rms) 1 - 2 1 - - - - - - 3 - - -

Guest Laundry - - - - 4 - - - - - - - - -

Commercial Laundry - - - - - - - - - 1 - 2 - -

Commercial Kitchen - - 1 - - - 3 1 - - 2 - 1 2

Other - - - - - 6 - - 3 4 - - - -

Total Fixture Type 10 4 11 2 4 7 3 1 4 6 5 2 1 2

Fixture Units
1

2.5 4 1 4 4 2.5 1.5 1.5 0.5 3 3 6 1.5 2

Total Fixture Units by Type 25 16 11 8 16 17.5 4.5 1.5 2 18 15 12 1.5 4

Water 

Closet Urinal Lavatory

Tub/    

Shower

Clothes 

Washer

Hose 

Bibb

Kitchen 

Sink

Dishwashe

r

Drinking 

fountains

Service 

Sink

Total 

Fixture 

Units

Peak 

Demand 

Load 

(GPM)
3

Cabin A (6 instances) 12 - 18 12 6 6 6 6 - -

Cabin B (13 instances) 26 - 39 26 13 13 13 13 - -

Cabin C (9 instances) 27 - 36 27 9 9 9 9 - -

Housekeeping  (2 Bldgs.) 2 - 2 - - 2 - - - 2

Base Camp Townhomes (12 units) 36 - 48 36 1 1 1 1 - -

Total Fixture Type 103 0 143 101 29 31 29 29 0 2

Fixture Units
1

2.5 4 1 3.5 2.5 2.5 2 1.5 0.5 3

Total Fixture Units by Type 257.5 0 143 353.5 72.5 77.5 58 43.5 0 6

Water 

Closet Urinal Lavatory

Tub/    

Shower

Clothes 

Washer

Hose 

Bibb

Kitchen 

Sink

Dishwashe

r

Total 

Fixture 

Units

Peak 

Demand 

Load 

(GPM)
3

Total for 12 Units 36 - 48 36 1 1 1 1

Total Fixture Type 36 0 48 36 1 1 1 1

Fixture Units
1

2.5 4 1 3.5 2.5 2.5 1.5 1.5

Total Fixture Units by Type 90 0 48 126 2.5 2.5 1.5 1.5

1
Per Uniform Plumbing Code 1997, Table A-2: Water Supply Fisture Units

2
Per Uniform Plumbing Code 1997, Chart A-3: Enloarged Scale Demand Load

3
Per Uniform Plumbing Code 1997, Chart A-2: Estimate Curves for Demand Load

100272

Base Camp Townhomes

Summit Townhomes

Hotel

152 55

1011.5 210

K:\01 Mammoth\554-1-1\documents\Fixture Calcs\554.1.1 Fixture Flow



From: Irene Yamashita <iyamashita@mcwd.dst.ca.us> 
Date: July 7, 2011 4:44:36 PM PDT 
To: Hector Caldera <Hector.Caldera@britanniapacific.com> 
Subject: Mammoth Lakes precip data 
 
 
Hector, 

Here is the website link for climate data collected at the US Forest Service 
Station in Mammoth Lakes. 

  

http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/cgi-bin/cliMAIN.pl?ca5280 

  

We also reviewed your indoor water demand table in the Mammoth View MND 
and believe the numbers presented are reasonable.  

  

Thank you for taking the time to address our comments and questions regarding 
the Mammoth View project. 

  

Sincerely, 

Irene Yamashita 

Public Affairs/Environmental Specialist 

Mammoth Community Water District 

760/934-2596  ext. 314 
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Mammoth Area  Estimated Water Use-Historical Weather Data

Station SQ FT AKC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC EFF ANN GAL
turf 1731 0.70 0 0 1078 1984 3872 5823 6578 6039 4195 1531 324 0 0.70 31,425

MW Ground Cover-spray 7500 0.50 0 0 3338 6141 11982 18023 20359 18690 12983 4739 1001 0 0.70 97,255
LW shrubs-Drip 12500 0.20 0 0 1731 3184 6213 9345 10556 9691 6732 2457 519 0 0.90 50,428

Native-Temporary irrigation-rotors 16784 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.95 0
TOTAL 38,515 0 0 6,146 11,310 22,066 33,191 37,493 34,420 23,910 8,728 1,844 0 81% 179,108

Total Rainfall/snow melt collected 110371 94943 56016 37028 28720 12817 12580 7595 8545 36078 49608 103725 558,026 50% of total rainfall collected
Cistern Levels-incorp irrig use 5000 5000 5000 5,000 5,000 (15,374) (24,914) (26,825) (15,365) 5,000 5,000 5,000 (82,477) Potable water used per year
Overflow from 5,000 gal tank 90371 94943 49870 25718 6654 0 0 0 0 22350 47764 103725 441,395 Overflow for the year

96,631 Gallons of cistern H2O used
MAWA =70% of Annual ETo 760,877 24% of MAWA based upon landscape 54% Annual contribution from Cistern

LEED Baseline for July 152,743 25% of LEED Baseline breakdown 41537 Gallons of cistern H2O used during the summer months
1,666 Daily project gallons 23% Summer contribution from Cistern -50% of rainfall collected

Tahoe Area-Rule of Thumb LEED Baseline  Estimated Water Use-Historical Weather Data

PLANTING SQ FT AKC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC EFF ANN GAL
Cool Season Turf-Spray/Rotor-49% 18872 0.80 0 0 15171 27915 54464 81923 92543 84957 59015 21543 4551 0 0.62 442,081

nd Cover/Shrubs - Medium Water Use-Spray- 19643 0.50 0 0 9869 18159 35429 53292 60200 55266 38390 14014 2961 0 0.62 287,578
TOTAL 38,515 0 0 25,040 46,073 89,893 135,215 152,743 140,223 97,405 35,556 7,512 0 62% 729,659



Mammoth Mountain Hydrozone Information Table
Hydrozone Description AKC Sq Ft % of Landscape
turf Full sun 0.70 1731 4%
MW Ground Cover-spray Full sun 0.50 7500 19%
LW shrubs-Drip Full sun 0.20 12500 32%
Native-Temporary irrigation-rotors Full sun 0.00 16784 44%

100%
1,666 Daily project gallons

based upon landscape
breakdown
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Figure 2: Preliminary Schematic Design of Geothermal System 
Mammoth View Geothermal Economic Analysis, Interface Engineering, April 22, 2011  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Alpine Circle 1 Current Production Well Schematic Diagram 

8‐5/8” casing cemented 
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and diagram is not drawn to scale 
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hector
(THE CURRENTLY PERMITTED TEST WELL WOULD BE PERMITTED AS A PRODUCTION WELL SINCE IT WAS DESIGNEDAND BUILT TO PRODUCTION WELL STANDARDS)



Alpine Circle Proposed Injection Well Schematic Diagram 
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Proposed TD of 8‐1/2” hole  
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8‐1/2” hole 

Ground level

GRG 07‐05‐11 

Proposed 7” liner top at 1250’ 

All measurements are based on ground level 

and diagram is not drawn to scale 
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Figure 5: Preliminary Annual Energy Usage 
Mammoth View Geothermal Economic Analysis, Interface Engineering, April 22, 2011  
 

 
 
 
 
Figure 6: Preliminary Peak Demand and Peak Capacity Calculations 
Mammoth View Geothermal Economic Analysis, Interface Engineering, April 22, 2011 
  

 
 
 
 

hector
ANNUAL WATER MOVED(50 GALLONS/MIN) X (60 MIN/HR) X (7,303 HR/YEAR) X (ACRE-FOOT/325,851 GALLONS) = +/-67 ACRE-FOOT/YEAR* IF 150 F TEMPERATURE WATER CAN BE SUSTAINED LONG-TERM TOTAL WATER MOVED WOULD BE REDUCED BY +/-30%

hector
PEAK WATER INJECTION RATE = 30,000 GALLONS/2 HRS X (1 HR/60 MIN) = +/-250 GPM* DEPENDING ON INJECTION WELL INFILTRATION RATE, WE MAY NEED A TANK TO STORE WATER BEFOREINJECTION DURING PEAK USEAGE.

hector
= (9,129,170 KBTU/YR)/[500*50 GPM*(130 F - 80 F)] = 7,303 HRS
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Mammoth View, LLC, Mammoth View Two, LLC, and Alpine Circle, LLC  
c/o of Britannia Pacific Properties 
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From: "Brian M. Butler" <BrianButler@InterfaceEng.Com> 
Date: July 7, 2011 3:45:25 PM PDT 
To: "Anyeley Hallova" <anyeley@projectpdx.com>, "Andy Frichtl" 
<AndyF@InterfaceEng.Com> 
Subject: RE: CEQA Question 
 
Anyeley, 
	   
	  	  	  Our	  heating	  water	  system	  inside	  the	  building	  is	  a	  closed	  loop	  system,	  
not	  a	  single	  pass	  system,	  so	  there	  shouldn’t	  be	  any	  issue	  there.	  	  It	  
sounds	  like	  they	  may	  be	  confusing	  it	  with	  the	  geothermal	  system	  
which	  takes	  hot	  water	  from	  the	  well,	  runs	  it	  through	  a	  heat	  exchanger,	  
and	  then	  re-‐injects	  that	  water	  just	  at	  a	  lower	  temperature	  into	  the	  
injection	  well.	  	  That’s	  pretty	  standard	  for	  any	  geothermal	  system	  
though,	  and	  we	  aren’t	  doing	  anything	  to	  the	  water	  except	  taking	  the	  
heat	  from	  it. 
	  	  	  Let	  me	  know	  if	  you	  need	  anything	  else. 
	   
Thanks,	  Brian 
	   
	   
Brian Butler PE, LEED AP 
Associate Principal / Mechanical Project Engineer 
 
INTERFACE ENGINEERING 
email brianbutler@interfaceeng.com 
direct 503.382.2694 
cell 503.791.9349 
 
www.interfaceeng.com 



 



Mammoth Community Water District 
                                                                                       Post Office Box 597 
                                                                                       1315 Meridian Blvd. 
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July 21, 2011 

 
Via E‐mail 
Hector Caldera, Project Manager 
Mammoth View, LLC, Mammoth View Two, LLC, and Alpine Circle, LLC 
c/o Britannia Pacific Properties 
621 Capitol Mall, Suite 1900 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
 
Subject:  Comments on Additional Information Regarding CEQA Comments for the Mammoth View 
Project Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND), Dated July 14, 2011 
 
Dear Mr. Caldera, 

Thank you for providing additional information on the geothermal system and outdoor irrigation 
demand for the Mammoth View Project, in your letter of July 14th, 2011. .  The District appreciates your 
desire to address our concerns and help ensure long‐term water reliability and wastewater service to 

the community.  The District would like to submit the following comments, after reviewing the water 
demand and geothermal system information.   

Indoor Water Demand Estimate 

The request for a more comprehensive water demand estimate was made because the outdoor demand 
and potential geothermal single‐pass system demand had not been included in the MND.  These two 

issues have been addressed in your letter.  The Peak Demand Load analysis included in the July 14th 
letter was not carefully reviewed by the District; however, a cursory review noted some minor errors 
that will need to be corrected during the District permit process.  

Annual Irrigation Water Demand Estimate and Cistern Size 

The spreadsheet provided to show the analysis used to determine the landscape irrigation demand and 

to demonstrate the ability for a cistern system to supply a significant portion of the irrigation demand 
did not provide enough details on methodology and assumptions.  It would have been helpful to apply 
the same terminology used in the Town’s or the state’s model landscape ordinance to describe the 

abbreviations used in the spreadsheet.  For example, AKC and EFF are not explained and are not used in 
the state’s or Town’s MAWA equations.  The spreadsheet and conceptual site drawings do demonstrate 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water efficient use of landscape planting design and plant choices; therefore, the District does not have 
further comments on the outdoor landscape irrigation water demand. 

 
The District recommends the irrigation service connection be sized to accommodate the total irrigation 
demand.  Summer precipitation is erratic and thus unreliable as a supply source.  In addition, there is no 

experience in the reliability of cisterns in the Mammoth Lakes area. 
 
Geothermal System 

The District appreciates the description and schematics provided on the geothermal system.  We do not 

have any further comments.   

Thank you for developing the response to our comments letter dated June 27 regarding the Mammoth 
View MND.  The District appreciates the attention paid to reducing water demand impacts to the local 
resources.  Please contact our office if you would like to discuss these issues further. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Irene Yamashita 
Environmental Specialist and Public Affairs 
 
 
 
c:  Pam Kobylarz‐Heays, Associate Planner, Town of Mammoth Lakes 
  Sharon Clark, Planning Commissioner 




